Why did we start Conmed in the first place? We didn't have many places that we could go for advice and counsel. Probably Notre Dame was doing more work to help elimi nate diseases at that time than any other place in the country. But a lot of their work was too sophisticated to be done in the average animal facility. The rodent producers were another group that wanted to improve the quality of animals. Henry Foster did a great job of getting Charles River moving in the right direction. They knew that if they could eliminate these diseases, they would make more profits. It's the old story that the farmers knew-if you can add one more pig to the litter that's for sale, your profits go up considerably. The same thing applied to rodent production. And we knew that once we got people to start improving the animals, this would help the research community, for as they used better animals the quality of their research would go up.
How did we organize Conmed? The first 2 years of the conference were 1-day programs; we realized that probably 1 should be changed, and then we used the format of a day and a half. We would have eight lectures, a dinner, and then, after the dinner, a time for questions and answers. The next day we ended with four additional lectures. We used some basic principles that I learned while I was taking graduate courses in ag education. You have to keep adults interested, and one of the ways was to have a 45-minute lecture and a 15-minute break. If the lectures are too long, many adults will go to sleep regardless of what you are say ing. A 15-minute break will allow people to get up, stretch, and if they were getting sleepy, hopefully, they return awakened and ready for the next lecture. And having the par ticipants getting together in the hall would allow them to teach each other things. They could say, "I don't agree with this" or "I do agree." When they shared their views, they became friends. This was important, for when they returned home, they could call their newfound friends and ask more questions about how they could solve their problems.
Box 1 Conmed titles 1969-1991
How were the topics selected? We looked at some of the issues that were creating problems. These included changes in laws, disease control, equipment improvement, and personnel safety. All of these topics were important and people needed to know more about how to solve these difficulties to make their place more productive and also safer for all their people. Some of our titles point out how this took place (Box 1).
We started in 1969 with respiratory diseases. We felt that this was one of the leading problems at the time, and if we could find better answers to controlling it that would be a step in the right direction. Next year we put together a variety of things, followed by automated care in 1971, and then we moved to taking care of people. Then we liked to think about management and how we could be more effi cient. Everybody had a budget and if you could improve your budget, you made a lot of administrators happy. And educational methods were needed to have your people properly trained, so this ses sion was very important and useful for the people who at tended. And we included hazard containment to take care of personnel safety. Back to controlling the quality of animals followed, and you had to keep up with regulations, so it was time to talk about this again. Ethical issues became a big is sue at that time. That was an interesting meeting for every body to talk about how this could be approached. Diets could not be left out, so in 1980 we spent time talking about how to improve the diets of the animals. And then back to manage ment for the facilities in 1981. In 1982 we were back to the rodent diseases, and then in the mid-80s everybody got inter ested in genetics. We were aware that most of us didn't know enough about genetic monitoring, and we felt this was a good topic to have at that time. Humane care needed to be stressed again, and then we went back to management and clinical care in 1986. In 1987, we had educational programs for the personnel again. (You never have everybody completely up to date and we had a variety of people attending. Not everyone attended every year so we felt we could have some duplica tion without any difficulty.) Psychological well-being was a topic that had to be addressed in 1988. New fashions for run ning your facility gave a different way to look at how to con struct a facility. And design and refinement of animal models followed. And the last year, we looked at laboratory animal facility management.
Someone always asks, "How did you select the 12 topics for that day and a half?" Well, I called someone and said, "This looks like a good topic that should be discussed today. How would you break it down?" I was not afraid to ask for help and call friends and get their advice and counsel to come up with these topics. They were always willing to help.
Some of the examples will be in this 1991 program (Box 2). We had this broken into parts: (1) improving the institution's public image, (2) improving the public's per ception of a career in laboratory animal medicine, and (3) the institutional administrator's role in education of the public. I was not afraid to ask people that were doing impor tant things, like Charlie McCarthy, to help and be a speaker at the meeting. He did a great job, presenting a positive and truthful story about research animals. And there was a lec ture on building an animal research program after negative publicity. We knew we were going to have some negative publicity. The local humane groups knew we would have this meeting the last week in April, so they would be ready to picket and have their signs out like "Mad Dog Mattingly" and all those kinds of things. When we had that negative publicity, we needed to know more about how to manage it. Then the afternoon series of lectures was monitoring the pathogen level of animal colonies, looking at disease control prevention (Tom Wolfl e is here today and I'm sure he re members some of the things he shared with us at that time). The last of that session, before dinner, was on pain control. The next day we had a session on determining the total cost of operating an animal facility, determining who should pay for various parts of a budget, management during a
Box 2 Topics and speakers for the 1991 program
recession, and the impact of federal regulations on the insti tution's budget. Don't forget that the discussions after the first day's eight lectures were important, for we got a lot of good information from everybody in the audience at that time.
When we started, we charged $30 for attending; when we ended, the price had moved up to $150. That included breakfast, two lunches, and a dinner.
Today, if I had to make some changes in this, I'd take my son's advice. He's an adjunct professor at a law school, and he says your lectures should be broken into 10-minute top ics. I think this is true, and I would ask the speakers to take that in consideration. The American Society for Training and Development has developed guidelines for training, and I think more of us should know what they're doing and how they could help us out.
The Role of Education in Self-Evaluation
Susan Silk O ne of the great pleasures of my job at OLAW is supporting educational programs. I think the most important aspect of our system of animal welfare oversight in the United States is education. Why? Because our system is based on self-evaluation.
There have been times in our history when self-evaluation was called self-regulation or even enforced self-regulation. Whatever we call it, institutional animal care and use com mittees are central to this system that relies heavily on pro fessional judgment and performance standards. Performance standards, of course, are the system in which individuals-IACUC members, veterinarians, or scientists-draw upon their education and experience to determine the best course of action in a specific situation. Engineering standards, at the other end of the continuum, define each step to be taken to achieve a desired result.
Biomedical research is complex and ever changing. Our animal welfare oversight system is highly flexible and selfcorrecting because the system is based on the judgment of highly trained, well-educated professionals.
The idea of self-evaluation came from the 90 th Congress of the United States, which passed the Health Research Ex tension Act of 1985. This is the statute that gives OLAW the authority to administer the PHS Policy. The Congressional Report that accompanied the Health Research Extension Act said, "It is far preferable to place primary responsibility for assuring compliance with the NIH guidelines on committees within institutions, rather than relying on intrusive federal inspections." They were, of course, talking about IACUCs.
Although grantee institutions, scientists, IACUC mem bers, and animal program personnel are expected to exer cise their best professional judgment, they must do so within the framework of a multitude of rules and regulationsnot only federal regulations but also the requirements of their state and local jurisdictions and even of their institu tions. Where do all these regulations come from? At the federal level, there are a lot of agencies involved in animal At OLAW, of course, we oversee the welfare of research animal subjects in PHS-funded activities.
The Animal Care program of the USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service regulates the use of most warm-blooded animals in research and exposition and in cludes vendors. AWIC is another USDA group, part of the National Agricultural Library. AWIC conducted a preconfer ence workshop, Meeting the Information Requirements of the Animal Welfare Act, yesterday. Although sponsoring the workshop was a special honor for OLAW, it was business as usual for the great folks at AWIC. They conduct this work shop numerous times throughout the year to fulfi ll their mandate, which is stated in the Animal Welfare Act: "To pro vide information for the improved care of animals used in research, testing, training, and exhibition." The workshop provides training in how to find the latest refi nements in research techniques and alternatives to animal use.
CDC oversees the importation of nonhuman primates and provides the manual Biosafety in Biological and Micro biological Laboratories (BMBL). The FDA oversees good laboratory practices (GLP) for our partners in industry. The US Customs Service makes sure animals are imported under humane conditions according to the Lacey Act. The US Fish
